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Description

BACKGROUND

[0001] The field of the disclosure relates generally to
validating input data in a computing system and, more
specifically, to methods and systems for use in selectively
validating input data based on the presence of a pattern
in the input data.
[0002] At least some known computing systems allow
a client system to submit input data associated with a
request, generate a query based on the input data, and
execute the query in a database to provide a response
to the client system. However, in such systems, a mali-
cious user may execute an attack by submitting input
data that "injects" executable code into the system, such
as by including special characters and/or strings that ma-
nipulate the function of the system in the input data.
[0003] To prevent a code injection attack, at least some
known computing systems validate input data and/or a
query prior to executing such query in a database. How-
ever, by performing such validation each time input data
is received, known validation methods may significantly
increase computing resource (e.g., processor) utilization
and/or introduce latency into the computing system.
Computing resource utilization may be reduced by im-
plementing relatively simple validation rules, but such
simplification may produce unacceptable rates of false
negative results (e.g., a failure to detect invalid input data)
and/or false positive results (e.g., an erroneous identifi-
cation of valid input data as invalid).
[0004] In addition, modifying a software application to
prevent code injection attacks generally requires modifi-
cation of the source code of the software application. In
some scenarios, such as when using a proprietary soft-
ware application or a legacy software application for
which source code is no longer available, such modifica-
tion may be infeasible or impossible.
[0005] "A Classification of SQL Injection Attacks and
Countermeasures" by William G. J. Halford et. al., Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE International Symposium on Se-
cure Software Engineering, 1 March 2006, page 11pp
describes a classification of SQL injection attacks and
countermeasures and sets out examples of how attacks
could be performed and the strengths and weaknesses
in addressing attacks.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION

[0006] In one aspect, the present invention provides
for a method for validating input data in a computing sys-
tem in accordance with claim 1. In another aspect, a sys-
tem for validating input data in a computing system is
defined in claim 8.
[0007] The features, functions, and advantages that
have been discussed can be achieved independently in
various embodiments or may be combined in yet other
embodiments further details of which can be seen with

reference to the following description and drawings.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

[0008]

Fig. 1 is a block diagram of an exemplary computing
device.
Fig. 2 is a block diagram illustrating an exemplary
computing system for use in validating input data.
Fig. 3 is a diagram of a query structure representing
a valid query.
Fig. 4 is a diagram of a query structure representing
a manipulated, or invalid, query.
Fig. 5 is a block diagram of software components in
the system shown in Fig. 2.
Fig. 6 is a flowchart of an exemplary method for use
in collecting expected query structures.
Fig. 7 is a flowchart of an exemplary method 700 for
use in determining whether a request represents a
code injection attack.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

[0009] The described embodiments are directed to se-
lectively validating generated queries, such as database
queries, when input data includes one or more suspicious
patterns. Input data may be received from a user and/or
from an automated system. Further, a repository of ex-
pected query structures may be created based on gen-
erated queries, and a future generated query may be
validated at least in part by parsing the query to create
a query structure and checking the created query struc-
ture against the repository. When the query structure
does not match any expected query structure, the query
may be discarded (e.g., not executed in a database).
[0010] Embodiments provided herein facilitate detect-
ing and defending against code injection attacks without
subjecting every client submission and/or query to re-
source-intensive validation. Further, the embodiments
described enable a repository of expected query struc-
tures to be created based on normal operation of a soft-
ware application and for this repository to be used in val-
idating subsequent client submissions and/or queries.
Moreover, the methods described herein may be prac-
ticed without requiring modification to the source code of
a software application. Rather, for example, suspicious
pattern detection and query validation may be performed
by one or more software components other than the soft-
ware application being protected.
[0011] For illustrative purposes, embodiments are de-
scribed in the context of Structured Query Language
(SQL) injection attacks that are intended to operate
against a database. More specifically, such embodi-
ments involve a software application, such as a web ap-
plication and/or a web service, that accesses (e.g., stores
and retrieves) data in a database by generating and ex-
ecuting SQL statements in response to requests received
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from client devices. Further, generated SQL statements
may include parameters that are populated based on in-
put data from a client device. In the absence of protective
measures, such as those described herein, the software
application may be manipulated to execute SQL state-
ments of an attacker’s choosing by injecting SQL code
in the input data. While embodiments are described with
reference to SQL injection, it is contemplated that the
methods and systems described herein are operable to
detect any type of code injection attack that adds code
to input data transmitted to an intermediate software ap-
plication (e.g., a web application) to cause the execution
of such code by a destination software application (e.g.,
a database).
[0012] The goal of a SQL injection attack is to manip-
ulate a software application to run SQL code that per-
forms a mission that was not originally intended for the
software application. It is an instance of a more general
class of vulnerabilities that can occur whenever one pro-
gramming or scripting language is embedded inside an-
other (code injection). By manipulating the inputs from
client computing devices (e.g., web clients), the attacker
can gain unauthorized access, possibly with administra-
tor privileges, and cause tampering or loss of services.
[0013] Fig. 1 is a block diagram of an exemplary com-
puting device 100. In the exemplary embodiment, com-
puting device 100 includes communications fabric 102
that provides communications between a processor unit
104, a memory 106, persistent storage 108, a commu-
nications unit 110, an input/output (I/O) unit 112, and a
presentation interface, such as a display 114. In addition
to, or in alternative to, the presentation interface may
include an audio device (not shown) and/or any device
capable of conveying information to a user.
[0014] Processor unit 104 executes instructions for
software that may be loaded into memory 106. Processor
unit 104 may be a set of one or more processors or may
include multiple processor cores, depending on the par-
ticular implementation. Further, processor unit 104 may
be implemented using one or more heterogeneous proc-
essor systems in which a main processor is present with
secondary processors on a single chip. In another em-
bodiment, processor unit 104 may be a homogeneous
processor system containing multiple processors of the
same type.
[0015] Memory 106 and persistent storage 108 are ex-
amples of storage devices. As used herein, a storage
device is any piece of hardware that is capable of storing
information either on a temporary basis and/or a perma-
nent basis. Memory 106 may be, for example, without
limitation, a random access memory and/or any other
suitable volatile or non-volatile storage device. Persistent
storage 108 may take various forms depending on the
particular implementation, and persistent storage 108
may contain one or more components or devices. For
example, persistent storage 108 may be a hard drive, a
flash memory, a rewritable optical disk, a rewritable mag-
netic tape, and/or some combination of the above. The

media used by persistent storage 108 also may be re-
movable. For example, without limitation, a removable
hard drive may be used for persistent storage 108.
[0016] A storage device, such as memory 106 and/or
persistent storage 108, may be configured to store data
for use with the processes described herein. For exam-
ple, a storage device may store computer-executable in-
structions, executable software components (e.g., filter
components, parsing components, structure collector
components, and/or notification components), suspi-
cious input data patterns, expected query structures, in-
put data, and/or any other information suitable for use
with the methods described herein.
[0017] Communications unit 110, in these examples,
provides for communications with other computing de-
vices or systems. In the exemplary embodiment, com-
munications unit 110 is a network interface card. Com-
munications unit 110 may provide communications
through the use of either or both physical and wireless
communication links.
[0018] Input/output unit 112 enables input and output
of data with other devices that may be connected to com-
puting device 100. For example, without limitation, in-
put/output unit 112 may provide a connection for user
input through a user input device, such as a keyboard
and/or a mouse. Further, input/output unit 112 may send
output to a printer. Display 114 provides a mechanism
to display information to a user. For example, a presen-
tation interface such as display 114 may display a graph-
ical user interface, such as those described herein.
[0019] Instructions for the operating system and appli-
cations or programs are located on persistent storage
108. These instructions may be loaded into memory 106
for execution by processor unit 104. The processes of
the different embodiments may be performed by proces-
sor unit 104 using computer implemented instructions
and/or computer-executable instructions, which may be
located in a memory, such as memory 106. These in-
structions are referred to herein as program code (e.g.,
object code and/or source code) that may be read and
executed by a processor in processor unit 104. The pro-
gram code in the different embodiments may be embod-
ied on different physical or tangible computer-readable
media, such as memory 106 or persistent storage 108.
[0020] Program code 116 is located in a functional form
on non-transitory computer-readable media 118 that is
selectively removable and may be loaded onto or trans-
ferred to computing device 100 for execution by proces-
sor unit 104. Program code 116 and computer-readable
media 118 form computer program product 120 in these
examples. In one example, computer-readable media
118 may be in a tangible form, such as, for example, an
optical or magnetic disc that is inserted or placed into a
drive or other device that is part of persistent storage 108
for transfer onto a storage device, such as a hard drive
that is part of persistent storage 108. In a tangible form,
computer-readable media 118 also may take the form of
a persistent storage, such as a hard drive, a thumb drive,
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or a flash memory that is connected to computing device
100. The tangible form of computer-readable media 118
is also referred to as computer recordable storage media.
In some instances, computer-readable media 118 may
not be removable.
[0021] Alternatively, program code 116 may be trans-
ferred to computing device 100 from computer-readable
media 118 through a communications link to communi-
cations unit 110 and/or through a connection to input/out-
put unit 112. The communications link and/or the con-
nection may be physical or wireless in the illustrative ex-
amples. The computer-readable media also may take
the form of non-tangible media, such as communications
links or wireless transmissions containing the program
code.
[0022] In some illustrative embodiments, program
code 116 may be downloaded over a network to persist-
ent storage 108 from another computing device or com-
puter system for use within computing device 100. For
instance, program code stored in a computer-readable
storage medium in a server computing device may be
downloaded over a network from the server to computing
device 100. The computing device providing program
code 116 may be a server computer, a workstation, a
client computer, or some other device capable of storing
and transmitting program code 116.
[0023] Program code 116 may be organized into com-
puter-executable components that are functionally relat-
ed. For example, program code 116 may include a filter
component, a parsing component, a structure collector
component, a notification component, and/or any com-
ponent suitable for the methods described herein. Each
component may include computer-executable instruc-
tions that, when executed by processor unit 104, cause
processor unit 104 to perform one or more of the opera-
tions described herein.
[0024] The different components illustrated herein for
computing device 100 are not meant to provide architec-
tural limitations to the manner in which different embod-
iments may be implemented. The different illustrative em-
bodiments may be implemented in a computer system
including components in addition to or in place of those
illustrated for computing device 100. For example, other
components shown in Fig. 1 can be varied from the illus-
trative examples shown.
[0025] As one example, a storage device in computing
device 100 is any hardware apparatus that may store
data. Memory 106, persistent storage 108 and computer-
readable media 118 are examples of storage devices in
a tangible form.
[0026] In another example, a bus system may be used
to implement communications fabric 102 and may in-
clude one or more buses, such as a system bus or an
input/output bus. Of course, the bus system may be im-
plemented using any suitable type of architecture that
provides for a transfer of data between different compo-
nents or devices attached to the bus system. Additionally,
a communications unit may include one or more devices

used to transmit and receive data, such as a modem or
a network adapter. Further, a memory may be, for exam-
ple, without limitation, memory 106 or a cache such as
that found in an interface and memory controller hub that
may be present in communications fabric 102.
[0027] Fig. 2 is a block diagram illustrating an exem-
plary computing system 200 for use in validating input
data. System 200 includes a client computing device 205,
an application server 210, a database server 215, and a
validation computing device 220 coupled in communica-
tion via a network 225. Network 225 may include, without
limitation, a local area network (LAN), a wide area net-
work (WAN), and/or the Internet. Client computing device
205, application server 210, database server 215, and/or
validation computing device 220 may be separate exam-
ples of computing device 100 (shown in Fig. 1) and/or
may be integrated with each other.
[0028] In exemplary embodiments, application server
210 executes an intermediate software application, such
as a web application. The intermediate software applica-
tion provides access to data and/or services provided by
a destination application, such as a database executed
by database server 215. In some embodiments, the in-
termediate software application communicates with a cli-
ent application, such as a web browser, executed by cli-
ent computing device 205.
[0029] To access data from the destination software
application, client computing device 205 transmits a re-
quest to application server 210 via network 225. The re-
quest may include input data, such as parameters for
use by the software application in responding to the re-
quest. For example, if the request represents a login re-
quest, the input data may include a username and a pass-
word. The request may further include a resource iden-
tifier, such as a uniform resource locator (URL), a path,
a function name, and/or a keyword, that refers to a target
resource or service that client computing device 205 is
attempting to access at application server 210. For ex-
ample, a URL of "http://server/login" may be associated
with a login page, and a URL of "http://server/events"
may be associated with an events listing page.
[0030] As described in more detail below, the interme-
diate software application at application server 210 re-
ceives the request from client computing device 205,
generates a query based on the request, and transmits
the query to the destination software application (e.g.,
the database at database server 215). In exemplary em-
bodiments, the query is an SQL query to be executed by
database server 215, which returns results from the que-
ry to application server 210. Application server 210, in
turn, transmits the results to client computing device 205,
such as by formatting the results in a web page.
[0031] The operation of application server 210 and/or
database server 215 may be modified by a malicious
user or "attacker" by manipulating input data submitted
with a request. Such manipulation is referred to as a SQL
injection attack.
[0032] As an example, a login page of a web phone-
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book application may accept a user identifier (ID) and a
password submitted by a client and generate an SQL
query based on the submitted values. If the user ID sub-
mitted is "Tintin" and the password is "secret", the appli-
cation may generate a query like "SELECT * FROM
phonebook WHERE userID = ’Tintin’ AND password =
’secret’’’ to retrieve and present user data. In this exam-
ple, if an attacker enters a user ID of "Tintin’ OR 1=1--",
the generated query may be "SELECT * FROM phone-
book WHERE userID = ’Tintin’ OR 1=1 --’ AND password
= ’secret’’’. Notably, in SQL syntax, a double hyphen ("-")
indicates the beginning of a comment, which is disre-
garded by the database executing the query. According-
ly, the password constraint, which now follows the double
hyphen, is disabled, bypassing password checking. Fur-
ther, because the constraint "1=1" (which is always true)
is added in the disjunctive with the user ID constraint, the
database may return all the entries that are eventually
displayed to the attacker in a web browser, leading to
compromise of confidentiality and privacy breach.
[0033] A diagnostic feature of SQL injection attacks is
that they change the structure of SQL queries. Fig. 3 is
a diagram 300 of a query structure representing the valid
query above. Fig. 4 is a diagram 400 of a query structure
representing the manipulated, or invalid, query above.
As shown in diagram 300, the valid query includes two
comparisons of an identifier 305 (e.g., a column name)
to a literal value 310. The two comparisons are combined
with a logical conjunction 315 ("AND"). In contrast, the
invalid query structure depicted by diagram 400 includes
one comparison of an identifier 305 to a literal value 310
and one comparison of a literal value 310 to another literal
value 310. The two comparisons are combined with a
logical disjunction 405, as opposed to a logical conjunc-
tion 315. Further, the invalid query structure includes a
comment 410 that is not present in the valid query struc-
ture shown in diagram 300.
[0034] Query structure analysis, such as comparing
the structure of a generated query to one or more ex-
pected query structures, may be performed by validation
computing device 220 to detect code injection (e.g., SQL
injection) attacks. Further, to reduce the computing re-
source utilization and/or latency that may be associated
with query structure analysis, validation computing de-
vice 220 may perform such query structure analysis only
when a suspicious pattern appears in the input data. For
example, a suspicious pattern may include a single char-
acter (e.g., a single quotation mark, as shown in the ex-
ample above), a string of multiple characters (e.g., a dou-
ble hyphen), a regular expression, a wildcard expression,
and/or any other expression suitable for indicating a risk
of a code injection attack in input data. Suspicious pat-
terns may be predetermined and stored at validation
computing device 220 (e.g., in memory 106 or persistent
storage 108, shown in Fig. 1).
[0035] In some embodiments, validation computing
device 220 is configured to operate as a proxy between
client computing device 205 and application server 210,

and to also operate as a proxy between application server
210 and database server 215. For example, requests
from client computing device 205 to application server
210 may be routed to validation computing device 220,
which forwards the requests to application server 210.
Similarly, queries directed to database server 215 by ap-
plication server 210 may be routed to validation comput-
ing device 220 and selectively forwarded to database
server 215.
[0036] Fig. 5 is a block diagram 500 of software com-
ponents in system 200 (shown in Fig. 2). Referring to
Figs. 2 and 5, in exemplary embodiments, a client appli-
cation 505 (e.g., a web browser) is executed by client
computing device 205, an intermediate software appli-
cation 510 is executed by application server 210, and a
destination software application 515 (e.g., a database)
is executed by database server 215. Validation comput-
ing device 220 executes a structure collector component
520 and a code injection detector component 525.
[0037] Fig. 6 is a flowchart of an exemplary method
600 for use in collecting expected query structures. Fig.
7 is a flowchart of an exemplary method 700 for use in
determining whether a request from client computing de-
vice 205 represents a code injection attack. In exemplary
embodiments, method 600 is performed by structure col-
lector component 520, and method 700 is performed by
code injection detector component 525.
[0038] Expected query structures may be collected
based on trusted input data, either generated by software
or received from trusted users (e.g., during testing and/or
training). Referring to Figs. 5 and 6, in exemplary em-
bodiments, a user input generator component 530 gen-
erates 605 input data that represents valid user input
associated with intermediate software application 510.
For example, the input data may include test data used
to validate the operation of intermediate software appli-
cation 510. User input generator component 530 pro-
vides the input data and a resource indicator (e.g., a URL)
client application 505, which submits 610 a request, in-
cluding the input data and the resource indicator, to in-
termediate software application 510. Alternatively, user
input generator component 530 may directly submit 610
the request to intermediate software application 510. The
request is received by intermediate software application
510, either directly from client application 505 and/or user
input generator component 530, or via a filter component
535 included in code injection detector component 525.
[0039] In addition, or alternative to, generated input da-
ta from user input generator component 530, a request
may include input data entered by a user of client appli-
cation 505. In such embodiments, filter component 535
receives 615 the request and forwards 620 the request
to intermediate software application 510. Alternatively,
the request may be received 615 directly by intermediate
software application 510 without forwarding 620 by filter
component 535.
[0040] Regardless of the source of the input data, upon
receiving the request, intermediate software application
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510 generates a query based on the request (e.g., based
on the input data and/or the resource indicator). For ex-
ample, the query may include parameters that are pop-
ulated based on one or more values included in the input
data. Intermediate software application 510 transmits the
query, which is received 625 by a parsing component
540 of code injection detector component 525.
[0041] Parsing component 540 parses 630 the query
to create an expected query structure, an example of
which is illustrated in Fig. 3. For example, parsing com-
ponent 540 may parse 630 the query at least in part by
determining a relationship of commands (e.g., select, up-
date, and/or delete), data sources (e.g., tables), identifi-
ers (e.g., column names), clauses, conditions, operators
(e.g., comparisons, logical conjunctions, and/or logical
disjunctions), literal values, and/or comments within the
query.
[0042] Parsing component 540 provides the query
structure to a query processor component 545 within
structure collector component 520. Query processor
component 545 also receives the resource indicator
(e.g., URL) corresponding to the request from which the
query structure was generated from user input generator
component 530. In addition, or alternative to, the re-
source indicator may be provided with the query structure
by parsing component 540. For example, if a request is
forwarded 620 by filter component 535, filter component
535 may provide the resource indicator to parsing com-
ponent 540 after receiving 615 the request, and parsing
component 540 may associate the resource indicator
with the query when it is received 625 from intermediate
software application 510.
[0043] Query processor component 545 stores 635 the
expected query structure in a repository 550 maintained
within code injection detector component 525. In some
embodiments, storing 635 the expected query structure
includes associating the expected query structure with
the corresponding resource indicator.
[0044] In exemplary embodiments, method 600 is re-
peated to create a plurality of expected query structures,
each of which may be associated with a resource indi-
cator. Further, multiple expected query structures may
be associated with a single resource indicator in repos-
itory 550.
[0045] When expected query structures associated
with intermediate software application 510 have been
stored 635, code injection detector component 525 may
be used to detect and/or prevent code injection attacks.
Referring to Figs. 5 and 7, in exemplary embodiments,
filter component 535 receives 705 a request, including
input data and a resource indicator, transmitted by client
application 505. The input data may be entered by a user
at client computing device 205 (shown in Fig. 2).
[0046] Filter component 535 determines 710 whether
the input data includes one or more predetermined sus-
picious patterns. For example, the content of the input
data may be inspected to determine 710 whether any
predetermined character, string of multiple characters,

regular expression, and/or wildcard expression is includ-
ed in the input data. If so, filter component 535 activates
715 parsing component 540, optionally providing the re-
source indicator included in the request to parsing com-
ponent 540. Regardless of whether a suspicious pattern
is detected, filter component 535 forwards 720 the re-
quest to intermediate software application 510, which
generates a query based on the forwarded request (e.g.,
input data and/or resource indicator). The query is asso-
ciated with (e.g., directed to) destination software appli-
cation 515 (e.g., a database).
[0047] Parsing component 540 receives 725 the gen-
erated query from intermediate software application 510.
If parsing component 540 has been activated 715 by filter
component 535, parsing component 540 validates 730
the generated query. In exemplary embodiments, the
generated query is not validated 730 when parsing com-
ponent 540 is not activated 715.
[0048] In exemplary embodiments, parsing compo-
nent 540 validates 730 the generated query by parsing
735 the received query to create a query structure, such
as described above with reference to Fig. 6. Parsing com-
ponent 540 further determines 740 whether the created
query structure matches one or more expected query
structures.
[0049] In some embodiments, parsing component 540
determines 740 whether the created query structure
matches any expected query structure associated with
intermediate software application 510 in repository 550.
In other embodiments, the input data is associated with
a resource indicator, and parsing component 540 selects
one or more expected query structures from repository
550 based on the resource indicator. For example, pars-
ing component 540 may select only expected query
structures that are associated with the resource indicator.
Parsing component then determines 740 whether the
created query structure matches any of the selected ex-
pected query structures.
[0050] When parsing component 540 is not activated
715 (e.g., when the input data includes none of the pre-
determined suspicious patterns), or when validation 730
succeeds (e.g., parsing component 540 determines 740
that a created query structure matches an expected que-
ry structure), parsing component 540 forwards 745 the
query to destination software application 515. Destina-
tion software application 515 executes the query and re-
turns one or more results, which are returned to interme-
diate software application 510. Intermediate software ap-
plication 510 transmits the results (e.g., formatted in a
web page) to client application 505.
[0051] When validation 730 fails (e.g., parsing compo-
nent 540 determines 740 that a created query structure
does not match an expected query structure), parsing
component 540 discards 750 the query, preventing des-
tination software application 515 from executing code in-
jected by an attacker.
[0052] Further, in some embodiments, parsing com-
ponent 540 stores 755 the created query structure and,
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optionally, the resource indicator in repository 550 as an
invalid query structure, which may later be inspected by
security personnel, for example. Moreover, in some em-
bodiments, parsing component 540 provides the query
structure and/or resource indicator to a notification com-
ponent 555, which transmits 760 a potential attack noti-
fication to a user (e.g., security personnel) and/or an au-
tomated monitoring system.
[0053] Embodiments described herein enable the de-
tection and prevention of code injection attacks, such as
SQL injection attacks, in a system that includes an inter-
mediate software application and a destination software
application. Such embodiments also facilitate selectively
validating queries generated by an intermediate software
application based on whether input data from a client
application includes one or more suspicious patterns.
The methods and systems described herein provide code
injection protection even in scenarios where modifying
the intermediate software application is infeasible (e.g.,
due to the risk of introducing defects) or is impossible
(e.g., due to the unavailability of source code).
[0054] This written description uses examples to dis-
close various embodiments, which include the best
mode, to enable any person skilled in the art to practice
those embodiments, including making and using any de-
vices or systems and performing any incorporated meth-
ods. The patentable scope is defined by the claims, and
may include other examples that occur to those skilled
in the art. Such other examples are intended to be within
the scope of the claims if they have structural elements
that do not differ from the literal language of the claims,
or if they include equivalent structural elements with in-
substantial differences from the literal languages of the
claims.

Claims

1. A method for validating input data in a computing
system (200), said method comprising:

receiving, by a filter component (535), input data
transmitted by a client application (505), wherein
the input data is associated with a resource in-
dicator;
activating, by the filter component (535), a pars-
ing component (540) when the input data in-
cludes one or more predetermined patterns;
forwarding, by the filter component (535), the
input data to an intermediate software applica-
tion (510), wherein the intermediate software
application (510) generates a query based on
the forwarded input data;
receiving, by the parsing component (540), the
query from the intermediate software application
(510), wherein the query is based on the input
data and is associated with a database;
validating, by the parsing component (540), the

query when the parsing component (540) is ac-
tivated, the validating comprising:

selecting one or more expected query struc-
tures that include the resource indicator;
and
determining whether the created query
structure matches one or more of the se-
lected expected query structures; and

discarding, by the parsing component (540), the
query when said validating fails.

2. A method in accordance with Claim 1, further com-
prising forwarding the query to the database when
said validating succeeds.

3. A method in accordance with Claim 1, further com-
prising forwarding the query to the database when
the parsing component is not activated.

4. A method in accordance with Claim 1, wherein val-
idating the query comprises:

parsing the query to create a query structure;
and
determining whether the created query structure
matches one or more expected query struc-
tures.

5. A method in accordance with Claim 4, wherein the
created query structure is based on a second query
received at a second time, said method further com-
prising:

generating input data to create a first query at a
first time before the second time, wherein the
generated input data represents valid user input;
and
parsing the first query to create an expected
query structure.

6. A method in accordance with Claim 1, further com-
prising transmitting, by the parsing component (540),
a potential attack notification to at least one of a user
and an automated monitoring system when said val-
idating fails.

7. A system for validating input data in a computing
system (100), said system comprising:

a storage device configured to store one or more
patterns and a plurality of expected query struc-
tures, wherein each expected query structure
includes a resource indicator;
a communications unit (110) configured to re-
ceive input data and a resource indicator asso-
ciated with a destination software application
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from a client computing device (205); and
a processor unit (104) coupled to said storage
device and said communications unit, wherein
said processor unit (104) comprises a filter com-
ponent (535) and a parsing component (540),
the filter component (535)_configured to:

activate a parsing component (540) when
the input data includes at least one of the
patterns;
forward the input data and the resource in-
dicator to an intermediate software applica-
tion (510), wherein the intermediate soft-
ware application (510) generates a query
based on the forwarded input data; and

the parsing component (540) configured to re-
ceive the query from the intermediate software
application (510), wherein the query is based on
the input data and the resource indicator;
validate the query when the parsing component
is activated, the validating comprising:

selecting one or more expected query struc-
tures that include the resource indicator;
and
determining whether the created query
structure matches one or more of the se-
lected expected query structures; and
discard the query when the validating fails.

8. A system in accordance with Claim 7, wherein said
processor unit (104) is further programmed to:

receive a plurality of queries generated by the
intermediate software application based on in-
put data that represents valid user input; and
parse the received queries to create the plurality
of expected query structures.

9. A system in accordance with Claim 7, wherein the
destination software application includes a data-
base, said parsing component (540) is programmed
to validate the query at least in part by validating a
database query received from the intermediate soft-
ware application.

10. A system in accordance with Claim 7, wherein said
parsing component (540) is further programmed to
forward the query to the destination software appli-
cation when the validating succeeds.

11. A system in accordance with Claim 7, wherein said
filter component (535) is further programmed to for-
ward the query to the database when the parsing
component (540) is not activated.

12. A system in accordance with Claim 7, wherein said

communications unit (110) is configured to receive
input data at least in part by receiving input data en-
tered by a user at the client computing device (205).

Patentansprüche

1. Verfahren zum Validieren von Eingangsdaten in ei-
nem Computersystem (200), wobei das Verfahren
umfasst:

Empfangen von Eingangsdaten, die von einer
Client-Anwendung (505) übertragen werden,
durch eine Filterkomponente (535), wobei die
Eingangsdaten mit einem Ressourcenindikator
verknüpft sind;
Aktivieren einer Parsing-Komponente (540)
durch die Filterkomponente (535), wenn die Ein-
gangsdaten ein oder mehrere vorbestimmte
Muster enthalten;
Weiterleiten der Eingabedaten durch die Filter-
komponente (535) an eine Zwischensoftware-
anwendung (510), wobei die Zwischensoftware-
anwendung (510) basierend auf den weiterge-
leiteten Eingabedaten eine Abfrage erzeugt;
Empfangen der Abfrage der Zwischensoftware-
anwendung (510) durch die Parsing-Kompo-
nente (540), wobei die Abfrage auf den Ein-
gangsdaten basiert und mit einer Datenbank
verknüpft ist;
Validieren der Abfrage durch die Parsing-Kom-
ponente (540), wenn die Parsing-Komponente
(540) aktiviert ist, wobei das Validieren umfasst:

Auswählen einer oder mehrerer erwarteter
Abfragestrukturen, die den Ressourcenin-
dikator enthalten; und
Bestimmen, ob die erstellte Abfragestruktur
mit einer oder mehreren der ausgewählten
erwarteten Abfragestrukturen überein-
stimmt; und

Verwerfen der Abfrage durch die Parsing-Kom-
ponente (540), wenn das Validieren fehlschlägt.

2. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, ferner umfassend das
Weiterleiten der Abfrage an die Datenbank, wenn
das Validieren erfolgreich ist.

3. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, ferner umfassend das
Weiterleiten der Abfrage an die Datenbank, wenn
die Parsing-Komponente nicht aktiviert ist.

4. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, bei dem das Validieren
der Abfrage umfasst:

Parsen der Abfrage, um eine Abfragestruktur zu
erstellen; und
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Bestimmen, ob die erstellte Abfragestruktur mit
einer oder mehreren erwarteten Abfragestruk-
turen übereinstimmt.

5. Verfahren nach Anspruch 4, bei dem die erstellte
Abfragestruktur auf einer zu einem zweiten Zeit-
punkt empfangenen zweiten Abfrage basiert, wobei
das Verfahren ferner umfasst:

Erzeugen von Eingabedaten, um zu einem ers-
ten Zeitpunkt vor dem zweiten Zeitpunkt eine
erste Abfrage zu erstellen, wobei die erzeugten
Eingabedaten gültige Benutzereingaben dar-
stellen; und
Parsen der ersten Abfrage, um eine erwartete
Abfragestruktur zu erstellen.

6. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, ferner umfassend das
Übertragen einer Benachrichtigung über einen po-
tenziellen Angriff an einen Benutzer und/oder ein au-
tomatisiertes Überwachungssystem durch die Par-
sing-Komponente (540), wenn die Validierung fehl-
schlägt.

7. System zum Validieren von Eingangsdaten in einem
Computersystem (100), wobei das System umfasst:

eine Speichervorrichtung, die konfiguriert ist,
um ein oder mehrere Muster und eine Mehrzahl
von erwarteten Abfragestrukturen zu speichern,
wobei jede erwartete Abfragestruktur einen
Ressourcenindikator enthält;
eine Kommunikationseinheit (110), die konfigu-
riert ist, um von einer Client-Computervorrich-
tung (205) Eingabedaten und einen Ressour-
cenindikator zu empfangen, der einer Zielsoft-
wareanwendung zugeordnet ist; und
eine Prozessoreinheit (104), die mit der Spei-
chervorrichtung und der Kommunikationsein-
heit gekoppelt ist, wobei die Prozessoreinheit
(104) eine Filterkomponente (535) und eine Par-
sing-Komponente (540) umfasst, wobei die Fil-
terkomponente (535) konfiguriert ist:

eine Parsing-Komponente (540) zu aktivie-
ren, wenn die Eingabedaten mindestens ei-
nes der Muster enthalten;
die Eingabedaten und den Ressourcenin-
dikator an eine Zwischensoftwareanwen-
dung (510) weiterzuleiten, wobei die Zwi-
schensoftwareanwendung (510) basierend
auf den weitergeleiteten Eingabedaten eine
Abfrage erzeugt; und

die Parsing-Komponente (540) konfiguriert ist,
um die Abfrage von der Zwischensoftwarean-
wendung (510) zu empfangen, wobei die Abfra-
ge auf den Eingabedaten und dem Ressourcen-

indikator basiert;
die Abfrage zu validieren, wenn die Parsing-
Komponente aktiviert ist, wobei das Validieren
umfasst:

Auswählen einer oder mehrerer erwarteter
Abfragestrukturen, die den Ressourcenin-
dikator enthalten; und
Bestimmen, ob die erstellte Abfragestruktur
mit einer oder mehreren der ausgewählten
erwarteten Abfragestrukturen überein-
stimmt; und

die Abfrage durch die Parsing-Komponente
(540) zu verwerfen, wenn das Validieren fehl-
schlägt.

8. System nach Anspruch 7, bei dem die Prozessor-
einheit (104) ferner programmiert ist,

eine Mehrzahl von Abfragen zu empfangen, die
von der Zwischensoftwareanwendung basie-
rend auf gültige Benutzereingaben darstellen-
den Eingabedaten erzeugt werden; und
die empfangenen Abfragen zu analysieren, um
die Mehrzahl von erwarteten Abfragestrukturen
zu erstellen.

9. System nach Anspruch 7, bei dem die Zielsoftware-
anwendung eine Datenbank umfasst, wobei die Par-
sing-Komponente (540) programmiert ist, um die Ab-
frage zumindest teilweise durch Validieren einer von
der Zwischensoftwareanwendung empfangenen
Datenbankabfrage zu validieren.

10. System nach Anspruch 7, bei dem die Parsing-Kom-
ponente (540) ferner programmiert ist, um die Ab-
frage an die Zielsoftwareanwendung weiterzuleiten,
wenn die Validierung erfolgreich ist.

11. System nach Anspruch 7, bei dem die Filterkompo-
nente (535) ferner programmiert ist, um die Abfrage
an die Datenbank weiterzuleiten, wenn die Parsing-
Komponente (540) nicht aktiviert ist.

12. System nach Anspruch 7, bei dem die Kommunika-
tionseinheit (110) konfiguriert ist, um Eingabedaten
zumindest teilweise durch Empfangen von von ei-
nem Benutzer an der Client-Computervorrichtung
(205) eingegebenen Eingabedaten zu empfangen.

Revendications

1. Procédé de validation de données d’entrée dans un
système informatique (200), ledit procédé compre-
nant les étapes consistant à :
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recevoir, via un composant de filtre (535), des
données d’entrée transférées par une applica-
tion client (505), dans lequel les données d’en-
trée sont associées à un indicateur de
ressource ;
activer, via le composant de filtre (535), un com-
posant d’analyse (540) lorsque les données
d’entrée comprennent un ou plusieurs motifs
prédéterminés ;
transférer, via le composant de filtre (535), les
données d’entrée à une application logicielle in-
termédiaire (510), dans lequel l’application logi-
cielle intermédiaire (510) génère une requête
sur la base des données d’entrée transférées ;
recevoir, via le composant d’analyse (540), la
requête provenant de l’application logicielle in-
termédiaire (510), dans lequel la requête est ba-
sée sur les données d’entrée et est associée à
une base de données ;
valider, via le composant d’analyse (540), la re-
quête lorsque le composant d’analyse (540) est
activé, la validation comprenant les étapes con-
sistant à :

sélectionner une ou plusieurs structures de
requête attendues incluant l’indicateur de
ressource ; et
déterminer si la structure de requête créée
correspond ou non à une ou plusieurs des
structures de requête attendues
sélectionnées ; et

rejeter, via le composant d’analyse (540), la re-
quête lorsque ladite validation échoue.

2. Procédé selon la revendication 1, comprenant en
outre le transfert de la requête à la base de données
lorsque ladite validation réussit.

3. Procédé selon la revendication 1, comprenant en
outre le transfert de la requête à la base de données
lorsque le composant d’analyse syntaxique n’est pas
activé.

4. Procédé selon la revendication 1, dans lequel la va-
lidation de la requête comprend les étapes consis-
tant à :

analyser la requête pour créer une structure de
requête ; et
déterminer si la structure de requête créée cor-
respond ou non à une ou plusieurs structures
de requête attendues.

5. Procédé selon la revendication 4, dans lequel la
structure de requête créée est basée sur une secon-
de requête reçue à un second instant, ledit procédé
comprenant en outre les étapes consistant à :

générer des données d’entrée pour créer une
première requête à un premier instant avant le
second instant, dans lequel les données d’en-
trée générées représentent une entrée d’utilisa-
teur valide ; et
analyser la première requête pour créer une
structure de requête attendue.

6. Procédé selon la revendication 1, comprenant en
outre la transmission, par le composant d’analyse
(540), d’une notification d’attaque potentielle à au
moins un utilisateur et à un système de surveillance
automatisé lorsque ladite validation échoue.

7. Système de validation de données d’entrée dans un
système informatique (100), ledit système
comprenant :

un dispositif de stockage configuré pour stocker
un ou plusieurs motifs et une pluralité de struc-
tures de requête attendues, dans lequel chaque
structure de requête attendue comprend un in-
dicateur de ressource ;
une unité de communication (110) configurée
pour recevoir des données d’entrée et un indi-
cateur de ressource associé à une application
logicielle de destination provenant d’un disposi-
tif informatique client (205) ; et
une unité de processeur (104) couplée audit dis-
positif de stockage et à ladite unité de commu-
nication, dans lequel ladite unité de processeur
(104) comprend un composant de filtre (535) et
un composant d’analyse (540), le composant de
filtre (535) étant configuré pour :

activer un composant d’analyse (540) lors-
que les données d’entrée comprennent au
moins l’un des motifs ;
transférer les données d’entrée et l’indica-
teur de ressource à une application logiciel-
le intermédiaire (510), dans lequel l’appli-
cation logicielle intermédiaire (510) génère
une requête sur la base des données d’en-
trée transférées ; et
le composant d’analyse (540) étant confi-
guré pour recevoir la requête de l’applica-
tion logicielle intermédiaire (510), dans le-
quel la requête est basée sur les données
d’entrée et l’indicateur de ressource ;

valider la requête lorsque le composant d’ana-
lyse est activé, la validation comprenant les éta-
pes consistant à :

sélectionner une ou plusieurs structures de
requête attendues incluant l’indicateur de
ressource ; et
déterminer si la structure de requête créée
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correspond à une ou plusieurs des structu-
res de requête attendues sélectionnées ; et

ignorer la requête lorsque la validation échoue.

8. Système selon la revendication 7, dans lequel ladite
unité de processeur (104) est en outre programmée
pour :

recevoir une pluralité de requêtes générées par
l’application logicielle intermédiaire sur la base
de données d’entrée qui représentent une en-
trée d’utilisateur valide ; et
analyser les requêtes reçues pour créer la plu-
ralité de structures de requête attendues.

9. Système selon la revendication 7, dans lequel l’ap-
plication logicielle de destination comprend une ba-
se de données, ledit composant d’analyse (540) est
programmé pour valider la requête au moins en par-
tie en validant une requête de base de données re-
çue de l’application logicielle intermédiaire.

10. Système selon la revendication 7, dans lequel ledit
composant d’analyse (540) est en outre programmé
pour transmettre la requête à l’application logicielle
de destination lorsque la validation réussit.

11. Système selon la revendication 7, dans lequel ledit
composant de filtre (535) est en outre programmé
pour transférer la requête à la base de données lors-
que le composant d’analyse (540) n’est pas activé.

12. Système selon la revendication 7, dans lequel ladite
unité de communication (110) est configurée pour
recevoir des données d’entrée au moins en partie
en recevant des données d’entrée qui sont entrées
par un utilisateur sur le dispositif informatique client
(205).
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